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ABSTRACT: clfender assessmens in corveciions has advanced considferably over
fhe last several decades, Cureeaily, it 5 not ghcommen o find correctiona! frri-
fessionals using wny mwmber of objective standardized qssessien] FRSIFOTCRIS

Wihile marny of these instrimenis possess face validiny as well ay sturiveical predic-
five validity, more work @v needed o test classification protocol o e popid
tows, and i varfous correcional environmenis. The curoend PEpEr (RVEsEates
the predictive vaiidiny of the Yourh Level of Service/Case Managenens fnventory
(YESACMI) within an inssitusional sering. Specificatly, the composite score ren-
dered from the YLSAOMT iy weed o predice institutional misconduc, The VL&
CMIT was Jound I.'."_Ill"t'ﬂ-l-t'll_'r' differentiaie bevween two levels of offender risks
need, and was signiffcantly related o owicome wsing several differceu statisiical
technigues.

INTRODUCTION

Offender classification has emerged nearly unequivocally as part of
the *best practices’ within correctional intervention {National Institute
of Corrections, 2000). The importance of general offender clas-ification
makes intuitive sense, but has been demonstrated in the correctional
literature base as well. Offender classification can take on many [orms,
and may utilize any number of procedures. For example, the impor-
tance of merely grouping juvenile offenders with similar problems to-
gether has been demonstrated, as has the validity of somewhat complex
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and comprehensive actuarial assessments (Dembo & Schmeidler. 2003:
Hoge, 2002).

Specifically dynamic offender assessment and classification has
emerged as one of the most important initial functions of any correc-
tional agency. Various forms of actuarial offender classification have
been employed over the last several decades, with differing levels of
effectiveness. The development of offender classification has been
characterized as falling into three ‘generations’ with unstructured
clinical interviews comprising the first of these generations (Bonta,
Law, & Hanson, 1998), whereby the correctional practitioner relies
heavily on qualitative impressions and correctional experience to make
decisions about a supervision and treatment strategy .

The second generation is typically characterized by the develop-
ment and use of actuarial tools, inventories, or checklists to help inform
correctional decision making. While the use of assessment tools devel-
oped from quantitative research represents a marked improvement in
the predictive validity of various classifications systems, second-genera-
tion tools rely heavily on static, or unchangeable variables typically
gleaned from the offender’s criminal history (Bonta et al., 1998: Grove.
Zald, Lebow, Snitz & Nelson, 1995; Hanson & Bussiere, 1998). The
third generation of offender assessment methods employs actuarial
tools as well, but these tools may include dynamic as well as static
predictors, in an effort to better meet several goals of classification.
These goals include improved predictive validity, and the ability to im-
plement case planning that utilizes rehabilitative programming. When
done well. dynamic offender assessment not only builds the initial prac-
titioner’s knowledge base about the offender, but may ultimately in-
form other agencies (such as treatment programs) that work with the
offender after the intake process.

There is a growing body of literature demonstrating the utility of
comprehensive actuarial assessment for juvenile offenders. In one com-
parative analysis three well-known actuarial assessments (generally cov-
ering different criminogenic needs with some overlap) were shown to
possess good predictive validity, and to facilitate decision-making as
well as treatment recommendations ( Hoge, 2002). Other studies have
demonstrated the benefits of intensively examining one particular do-
main and its predictive validity (e.g., personality characteristics using
the MMPIL, or assessing likelihood of violence using neuropsychological
measures) (Caggiano, 2000; Calhoun, Glaser, & Petrocelli, 2002).
Overall, what may be of most use to correctional agencies serving
youthful offenders with multiple risk and need factors is an actuarial
assessment that incorporates both static and dynamic factors. While
meta-analyses have revealed the validity of both types of predictors in a
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global sense (Cottle, Lee, & Heilbrun, 2001; Gendreau, Little, & Gog-
gin, 1996), there have also been several validation studies of specific
instruments that cover hoth static and dynamic predictors (Avers et al.,
1999; Barnoski, 1998; Flores, Travis & Latessa, 2003; Hoge, 2002; Jones
& Harris, 1999),

DEVELOPING AND USING
ACTUARIAL ASSESSMENTS

Muost actuarial assessment processes result in the assignment of a
number, or score, that then gets translated into a ‘level’ (e.g., a risk/
need level), The cffender’s assigned level then in turn may impact the
level of supervision they receive as well as motivate the use of other
restrictive options such as house arrest, or curfews. The number or
score 15 gleaned from the investigation and weighting of various crimi-
nogenic items. The literature base investigating the most salient crimi-
nogenic risk/need factors has greatly informed the development of
several offender assessment tools. Most notably, meta-analysis has
been used to synthesize large volumes of correctional literature, and to
4 substantial degree has identilied several criminogenic domains that
tend to be included in many current risk/necd assessment tools (An-
drews & Bonta, 1994; Gendreau, Little, & Goggin, 19%; Simourd, 1997,
Simourd & Andrews, 1994). These criminogenic domains tvpically in-
clude {but are not necessarily limited to) criminal history, educational
and/or employment experiences, the significant relationships in the of-
fender’s life, substance use/abuse, mental health issues, and antisocial
cognitions, Some combination of these criminogenic domains is typi-
cally measured in some form, on most third-peneration assessment
instruments.

The use of dynamic actuarial assessments does contain some pit-
falls, For example, the process typically involves and relies heavily on a
structured interview between the offender and a trained correctional
professional. necessitating the consideration of the reliability of mea-
surement {Lowenkamp, Holsinger. Brusman-Lovins, & Latessa, 2004),
In addition, agencies wishing to utilize any new assessment process may
have to confront issues surrounding the applicability of the tool to of-
fenders from differing ethnicities or genders (Holsinger, Lowenkamp,
& Latessa, 2003; Lowenkamp, Holsinger, & Latessa, 2001). Conducting
rescarch on any new assessment process is necessary o investigate the
predictive validity of any acluarial assessment tool particalarly when a
process is utilized on new offender populations [Andrews & Bonta,
1998).






